In Dargwa languages, which constitute a branch of the Northeast Caucasian language family, certain nominal attributes may be either marked with a dedicated attributive suffix or appear without it. While it is sometimes said that the short form of the modifier serves as a base for deriving the full form, I propose an alternative direction of derivation and present evidence for the idea that unmarked attributes are incorporated into the nominal head.
Introduction
This paper considers an alternation between two types of attributive constructions present in many Dargwa languages, a branch of the Northeast Caucasian (alias Nakh-Daghestanian) family, spoken in the central part of Daghestan (an autonomous republic of the Russian Federation). Not surprisingly, the forms with attributive suffixes are sometimes described as derived from short forms. For example, Gusejnova (2002) in her dissertation specifically devoted to attributive constructions states that marked/full adjectives can be derived from unmarked adjectives as well as from various other word classes including nouns and verbs. Similar views were expressed by Sumbatova and Mutalov (2003) in their description of the Itsari variety of
Dargwa. In what follows, I suggest a different perspective on this alternation and provide evidence for the opposite direction of derivation.
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The data I rely upon comes mostly from the Dargwa variety spoken in the village of Tanti. While differing from many other Dargwa varieties in a number of respects, in what   concerns the distinction between marked and unmarked attributes Tanti Dargwa, I believe, shows the mechanism common for many of its sister languages.
The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 I describe the main characteristics of the marked and unmarked attributes in Tanti Dargwa. In sections 3-6 I give further details related to the contrast. In Section 7 I propose a treatment of unmarked attributes as incorporated.
The last section contains conclusions but also discusses data which can be regarded as problematic for the proposal.
Attributes in Tanti Dargwa
Unlike Standard Dargwa, Tanti Dargwa has an attributive suffix that appears with modifiers irrespectively of the number of their head, namely -se. Cf.: There are also two other attributive suffixes, -il and -te, which are mostly used in contrastive contexts, the latter being strongly associated with plural (cf. Lander 2011a, Sumbatova and Lander, to appear) . These suffixes are illustrated in (5) and (6). The primary "hosts" of -se are adjectives and the predicates of relative clauses. In addition, the suffix may attach to certain kinds of adverbials and possessors. As for adverbials, the attributive suffix makes it possible for them to function adnominally (7) or even as nominal heads (8). In both cases, the attributive suffix seems to be obligatory. As for possessive constructions, where the possessor is referential, the presence of -se has a curious semantic effect: the resulted form implies that the possessive relation does not hold anymore (9). In this paper, I do not discuss the attributive suffixes other than -se, neither I consider possessives and adverbials marked with -se (see Lander 2011a, 2011b, Sumbatova and to appear for discussion).
If an adjective or the predicate of a relative clause is unmarked, it should immediately precede the nominal head. In (10a) the unmarked attribute is adjacent to the nominal head, so the example is felicitous. The ungrammatical examples (10b) and (10c) contain an unmarked adjective separated from the head either with an adjective containing the attributive suffix or with another unmarked adjective. Adjectives and relative clauses marked with -se are subject to less constrants. They can be separated from the modified noun (10a), sometimes follow it (11) or even show themselves without a modified nominal and take the case (12). Indeed, a treatment like this, arguing that the attributive function shifts the syntactic category, was proposed by Nina Sumbatova for several Dargwa varieties. As she puts it for Itsari Dargwa, the attributive suffixes "move the adjective into the syntactic class of free attributes, which prototypically function as headless modifiers and nominal predicates" (Sumbatova and Mutalov 2003) . This treatment goes along with the idea that the full form is a product of derivation taking the short form as its base. 
The attributive suffix is not nominalization
Actually, the distribution of the marked attribute is not the same as that of nouns. If a marked attribute appears together with an overtly case-marked nominal head, they clearly can form a single constituent. This is evidenced by the fact that the attribute usually does not take case marking:
'He repaired the house together with a few friends (of his).'
It could be argued that the noun and the marked attribute constitute a kind of symmetrical appositive construction and the case suffix is added to the final constituent of the whole construction. Then the marked attribute would still have the distribution of a noun. Yet were the construction symmetrical, the noun would be able to appear before the attribute, with only the last element being marked. However, this is considered infelicitous (13b), and the noun, when preposed, must be marked for case (13c). Schematically, the patterns, which reflect the asymmetry between marked attributes and nouns, are shown in (14). (14) is that where a noun is present, it always heads the nominal constituent.
Of course, one could look for non-syntactic, functional explanations for the asymmetry described above. There is, however, another important difference in distribution between marked attributes and nouns. In particular, unlike nouns, marked attributes cannot be modified by unmarked attributes:
'Buy ripe red ones.'
I conclude that attributive suffixes do not allow the attribute to fulfill the whole range of nominal functions and therefore cannot be considered nominalizers.
Functional markedness
While presuming that marked attributes are derived out of unmarked attributes, one would expect that marked attributes should be marked or equally unmarked functionally as well as formally, at least as far as they appear in contexts where unmarked attributes can appear as well.
These expectations are not borne out, though. This is reflected in a number of descriptions, where it is noticed that unmarked attributes are typical of poetry and bear additional expressive flavour (cf. Abdullaev 1954: 126-127; Gusejnova 2002 inter alia) .
In Tanti texts, marked attributes are prevalent. The ratio of marked to unmarked forms in a few texts I have considered is 6:1; cf. 6 I only counted the contexts with nominal heads. In all examples but one the attribute was adjacent to the head. Some clear non-compositional compounds like χː˳ala.tːatːi 'grandfather' (lit., 'big father') were not counted.
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The use of unmarked attributes is constrained. As the following example shows, only Curiously, however, if the attributive suffix is absent, the finite form and the "participial" form may differ in stress: where the stress in a finite form falls on the stem (18), in an unmarked "participial" form it is shifted to the inflection (19a Curiously, the stress shift is also found in some adverbials when they are used as unmarked attributes. For example, the locative adverbials derived with the suffix -aˤħ attached to the essive form have the stress on the stem (21a). This stress is retained when they are marked with the attributive suffix (21b). Yet when these adverbials appear as unmarked attributes, the stress is shifted (21c). This suggests that the stress in umarked forms can only shift to the suffixes. With adjectives, the stress shift cannot be observed because of the absence of the inflectional morphology (except for attributive suffixes).
It is worth noting that the stress shift in unmarked attributes is only found in some Dargwa varieties. Besides Tanti Dargwa, it is also reported for the closely related Tsudakhar and Butri varieties (see Abdullaev 1954: 62; Shakhbanova 2007: 143-144) . 
Scope
Finally, an important difference between marked and unmarked attributes concerns their semantic scope. In particular, where there are several nouns that can be modified with the same attribute, only marked forms can do so, while short forms only modify the noun they are attached to.
This is well-seen in the following pair of examples. While (22a), where a marked attribute modifies two conjuncts, is felicitous, (22b), with a short form, is considered to sound somewhat awkward, because the attribute only modifies the first conjunct, which makes it semantically unnatural. The same effect appears even clearer in (23), where it is reflected on morphosyntax. Here we find a relative clause with the absolutive argument being relativized. The predicate of the relative clause contains the prefix agreeing with the absolutive argument in class and number.
Since it is this argument that is relativized, these features should correspond to the head of the 
Discussion
I propose that the differences between marked and unmarked attributes can be explained if we accept that it is unmarked attributes that represent the derived pattern. I suggest that in this pattern the attributive suffix is omitted because of incorporation of the attribute into the noun.
Note that the term 'incorporation' is used here broadly, covering not only the prototypical nounto-verb incorporation but also other cases where what is expected to represent several syntactic nodes appears as a contingent word-like unit.
As it turns out, the incorporation hypothesis may explain all of the properties described above.
First, the unmarked attribute cannot be separated from the head noun because they constitute a single word-like unit. The prohibition on multiple unmarked attributes may be due to the fact that a sequence of unmarked attributes would represent recursion, which is generally less favoured in morphology than in syntax.
Second, the construction with the unmarked attribute need not be functionally unmarked, since it is secondary as compared to the construction with the marked attribute.
Third, the incapability of unmarked attributes to modify pronouns is explained by the fact that incorporation within the noun phrase, often described as compound formation, is necessarily restrictive.
Fourth, the stress shift may be interpreted as reflecting formation of a single prosodic unit.
Fifth, the narrow semantic scope of the unmarked attribute is due to the fact that the composition of the construction involves the word level, hence the head of the construction cannot be phrasal.
The incorporation hypothesis goes along with speakers' intuition, as suggested by the following quote from Abdullaev's 11 (1954) [While semantically being autonomous words with substantial meaning, unmarked adjectives are formally equal to functional words, as if they were attributive prefixes. (...)
11 Saygid Abdullaev originated from Mugi, a Dargwa village relatively close to Aqusha.
The modified word seems to be filling in the insufficiency of the unmarked adjective. -
Translation is mine, Yu.L.]
One problem of the incorporation-based account is that it requires an assumption which is not commonly shared, namely that a part of a word (an incorporated item in our case) may have its own syntactic dependents: These examples show that if an adverbial-based headless attribute takes a syntactic modifier, it can relate to either the whole word or only to the adverbial serving as the base for derivation. This can be easily accounted for if we assume (as I did) that the attributive marker may attach to a complex syntactic constituent. This would be a direct parallel to the construction with the incorporation of relative clauses.
Conclusion and open ends
In this paper, I proposed that in Dargwa, an attribute -an adjective or the predicate of a relative clause -may form a word-like unit, which entails a number of specific properties of the unmarked modifier. This attributive construction is not cross-linguistically unique, but is often overlooked, probably due to the narrow understanding of incorporation, still quite widespread.
Yet this solution is not uncontroversial. Unmarked adjectives in Dargwa also occur in complex predicates: 
